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STATEMENT OF H, WAYNE BEAM
South Carclina Coastal Councitl
lamas M, wWaddell, Jr., Chai{rman
H, Wayne Beam, Ph,D, Executive Director
Movember 10, 1983
Mr, M, J, Slres, 111
Assfstant Manager for Health,
Safety, Environment

U.S. Department of Energy
5avannah River Operations Offlce
P.0. Box A
Alken, South Caroiina 29801
Usar Mr. Sirses:
The 5,C. Coastal Councit remains concerned over the
environmental {mpacts of the proposed re-~start of the
L-Raactor,

oL=-1 The statt has reviewed the DEIS which shows that the Beaufort The EIS contains an extens{ve discusslon of radfologicat and
and Jasper Countles portion of the coastal zone will be ecologfcal {mpacts, fncluding cumulative I(mpacts, due to the
affected through theo use of the Savannah River for drinking proposed restart of L-Resctor, These dfscussfons are specifi-
water and the consumption of fish and shellfish from the cally contafned In Sectlons 4.1.1.4, 41,2, 4,4,2, 5,1,2,
ostuary, It Is our opinlon that the DEIS {s not detailed 5.2.,4, 5,2,5, 5.2,6, 5,2,7, and Appendixes B, C, D, and | of
anough, due to a lack of study, on the I(mpacts of radiation the EIS, As contained in the EIS, the exposure of the public
from the L-Reactor and the other Savannah River Plant to radf{ation raesuiting from L-Area oparation would be minimal
facil{ties on the estuarine environment and man's use of I+, compared fo applicable standards or the exposure from natural

or other man-made radiation sources,
DL=2 The cumulative effect of all of the Savannah River Plant's Sectfon 5,2 of the EIS describes the cumulative ef fects of

oparations on the estuary should be detafled so that the level
of Impact and health risk of the proposed L-Reactor restart can
be fairiy judged. The information presented to date faiis to
provide a comprehensive view of the Savannah River Plant
radiological effects on South Carolina's coastal zone, The
proposed effects of the L-Reactor should not be reviewed in
such a vacyum,

present and proposed SRP facilities and those of other nuclear
aperations In the vicinity of SRP,
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DL-3

I+ ts our recommendatlon that the restart of the L-Reactor be
delayad pending initiation of studles that will monjfor fhe
radiclogical effects of the Savannah River Piant's operation on
the estuarine environment, In this way the actual risk to the
users of South Carollna's coastal resources In the affected
area from current and proposed Savannah River Plant operatlons
can be known and evaluated, Thank you for the opportunity to
comment,

Sincerely,
H, Wayne Beam
Exacutive Director

HWB :dms /00184

cc: Senator James M, Waddell, Jr,
Mr. Duncan C, Newklrk

The Savannan River Plant has had a continuous comprehensive
environmental radiological monitoring program since before
startup of the Plant 1n 1952, Releases from the entire Savan-
nah River Plant are controlled to the extent practicable, The
amounts of radioactive releases and thelr Iimpacts on the popu-~
lation withln an 80-kilometer radius and on downstream con-
sumers of Savannah River watar are published in an annua!
sorles of raports avallable to the public, entitled: Environ-
mental Monitoring in the Vicinity of the Savannah River Plant,

The most rezent of Tthese reports, for 1982, 1s DOE document
DPSPU-83-30-1,

In addition to the monltoring programs conducted by the Savan-
nah River Piant, the States of South Carciina and Georgta and
other Federal agencies also independently monitor releases,
These monltoring programs are discussed in Chapter 6 of thls
final EIS, The current reports documenting the radiation moni-
toring programs of the states are Environmental Radiation Sur-
vel [ 1ance Report, Summer 1980-Summer 1982, Georgla Department

of Natural Resources, and Nuclear Faclliity Monltorlng, South
Carolina Department of Health and EnvIrommental Control,
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STATEMENT OF CAROLYN A, TUCKER
November 3, 1983
403 Tatrall 51,
Savannah, GA 31401
Representative Lindsay Thomas
427 Cannon Office Bullding
House of Representatives
Washington, DC 20515
Dear Representative Lindsay Thomas:
t am writing to you because 1 am quite concerned about the
impending re-start of the L-Reactor at the Savannah River
OM=-1 etant, Desplts assurances of the safsty of the reactor and the See the rasponse to commant AB-2 ragarding Information in thls
need for reactivating It that are stated in the Environmental EIS on need, the response to comment BF-7 regarding contalnment
Assessment and the draft Environmental impact Statement, 1 am domes, and the responses to comments AA-1, AA-3, and AB~13
not convinced of elther the safety or of the need., There are regarding cooling-water mitigation alternatives and
no plans for a containment dome or for cooling towers, A part DOE's commitment to comply with all appiicable Federal and
of any radloactivity released, either planned or accidental, state environmental protectlon regulations,
will end up in Savanpah as well as In other parts of Georgla, -
DM=2 in addition is there a real need for the additional plutonium See the responses to comments AB-3, AB~2, BL~-15, and BL-18
to be produced by the L-Reactor? regarding the need for addltlonal materlals,
DM=3 Ses the response to comment BQ-2 regarding existing oversight

| tee! that 1t 1s absclutely necessary for an Independent
oversight committee to be established to review the L-Reactor
as we!l as the other facillties at the Savannah River Plant,

| know you are also concerned about the quality of the pubilc

health and the anvironment., Please use your Influence to help
protect these things.

Carolyn A, Tucker

machanisms,
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STATEMENT OF JAN BEYEA

National Audubon Society
950 Third Avenus

New York, N,Y, 10022
(212) 832-3200

CABLE: NATAUDUBON

October 25, 1983

Mr. M. J. Sires, 111

Assi{stant Manager for Health
Safety and Environment

U, 5. Department of Energy

Savannah River QOperations Office

P, 0, Box A

Aiken, SC 29801

Re: Comments on the D.E,1,5., Prepared for the Savannah River
_L-Reactor S

Dear Mr, Sires:

| have reviowed the accldent analysis for the Savannah River
L-Reactor presented In the Draft Environmental lmpact
Statement® and related documents,®*

*U.S. Department of Energy, "Draftt Environmental Impact
Statement," L-Reactor Operation Savannah River Plant (Report
DOE/ES-0108D, P, O, Box A, Alken, South Caroilina 29801,
September 1983),

*%g, Wiliiam S, Durant, Robert [, Brown, "Analysis of
Postulated Core Meltdown of an SRP Reactor" (deleted version of
final report, DPST-70-433, E, |, DuPont de Nemours & Company,
Savannah Rlver Laboratory, Alken, South Carolina 29801, October
19700,
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DN=1

ON-2

I find the following defliclenclies:

1, The analysls conslders only extremely optimistic accldent
sequences, |n fact, only acclidents much less severe than the
Three Mile Island accldent are considered credible,

2. Mo acclident sequences are presented that would challenge
the confinament system, desplte the fact that the capacity of
the system for handling escaping steam is Iimited,

My speclflc comments are as follows:

A} Accidents In which partial coollng of the core takes place
are not consldered, TMI was such an accldent, In fact, al-
though there was [lttle actual! core malting at TMI, 70 percent
of the noble gases and at least 50 percent of the radiolodine
escaped from the fuel.® Any impact analyses for the L-Reactor

whlch dnae nnt sanetdar cuch a challanoa +a the conflnamant
¥ OO0 SC08S NOST LONS 02 ge on

system cannot be considered credible.

*%*pb, J. P. Church ot al,, "Safety Analysis of Savannah Rlver
Production Reactor Operation® {(deleted report, DPSTSA-100-1,
Rev 9/83, E, |, DuPont de Nemours & Company, Savannah Rlver
Laboratory, Alken, South Carclina 29808, September 1983),

c. S. P, Tinnas, "Alrborne Activity Conflnement System
Performance Flrst Five Hours after Reactor Accident" {Memoran=-
dum to G, F, Merz, DP5T-79-555, Technlcal Division, Savannah
River Laboratory, November 1, 19793},

d., E, Nomm and H, P, Olson, "Conflnement Heat Removal System
Proposals™ (Memorandum to G, F, Merz, DPS$T-74-401, Technical
Divislon, Savannah River Laboratory, October 1976),

*Bishop, W. N,, NIt+tl, D, A,, Jacob, N. P,, Daniel, J, A,,
"Flsslon Product Release from the Fuel Following the TMI-2
Accident," in Proceedings of the Amerlcan Nuclear Society/
European Nuclear Society Toplical Meeting: Volume 1 Thermal
Reactor Safety (Knoxville, Tennessee, AprlT 6-9, 1980),

See the responses to comments DN-2 and DN-3,

The relsase of radioiodine from the fuel to the coolant In the
TMI=-2 accident is largely Irrelovant to an assessment of the
potential for offsite exposures resulting from a similar acci-
dent at the L-Reactor, The relevant factor Is the release from
the coclant to the containment atmosphere at TMi-2, That re—

laace  ahnut 1 narcant of the cors lnventory of radiolodings
..... p 2DOUT L porCeeny COra RVaRTo! ST ratyS:ohinss

and all of the noble gas Inventory (Pelletier, C.A., et al,,
1983, Preliminary Source Term and inventory Assessment for
T™I-2,), has been assumed to have occurred into the L-Reactor
conflnemant and the resuiting doses have been calculated to be
about 900 milllrem to the whole body and about 960 mitlirem to
the thyroid of the maximum hypothetical Individual,

Dlrect comparlsons of the TMI accldent wlith postulated acci-
dents for SRP reactors are not approprlate because of major
differences In the design characteristics of the two types of
reactors, Other characteristics of particular Importance In-
¢lude the design of the fuel itself, SRP reactor fuel is a
metal or metal alloy; volatile and gaseous flsslon products
within the fuel are released only If the fuel itself melts,
This is in contrast to LWR powsr reactor fuel such as the TMI
fuael, LWR oxide fuel pellets are relatively porous and allow
volatile and gaseous fisslon products fo migrate within the
fuel rod, These gaseous flsslon products are retalned within
the fusl rod by cladding. AV TMI relativeiy tittle core
melted, However, embrittlement of the cladding occurrad whiie
the core was uncovered, When cooling was restored to the core,
the thermal shock apparently ruptured embrittied cladding. AT
that point, the containment of the gasecus fisslon products by
the cladding was breached and about 60% of the Inventory of
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And slnce the L-Reactor confinement system, unllke the system noble gases was released to the reactor contalnment, SRP fuel
of TMl, provides minimal holdup of noble gases, a 70 percent doss not tehave In this manner, Instead, if an assembly were
release of noble gases to the environmont is a credible event, to parflally melt, then fission producfs would be relased only
The regquiatory and pubiic heaith significance of a 70 percent from the portion or the fuel that meited, in a loss-of-cooiant
noble gas release should be analyzed in the final Impact accident in which less than t percent of the core would be
statament, damaged, no more than 1 percent of the inventory of gaseous
fisslon products would be released from the fuel,
The retention of radiolodine by the confinement system wouid be
mtch better than for noble gases In a TMi-1ike acclident, be-—
cause the flltratlon system at the L-Reactor, if working, would
trap a large percentage of radiolodine released from the fue!,
Perhaps only 1/1000th of the materia! entering the fllters
would escape. Thus, 35 thousand curies of radiolodine might be
released, not 35 milllon curles that could be raleased In the
absence of the filters.
In any case, a ralease of 35,000 curles should be analyzed as
part of the final impact statement,
Furthermore, accldent sequences that mignt damage the flltra-
tlon system should also be considered, (See next sectlion,}
D=3 8) The L-Reactor confinement system may not be capable of Speciflc experiments have determined the power levels for which

handling a partlal-coollng accident in which emergency cooling

water Is restricted by steam binding, as at TMI, The L-Reactor

conf inemant system is primitive in comparison with the clvitian
power reactors, The system relles upon exhaust fans to both
force escaping radioactivity through fllters and to prevent
overheating of the filters, Yet, the amount of steam that
mlghf reasonably be expacted to be driven Through ?ha exhaust
fans dur lllg a sSaverse Core uvarheaﬂng accident could concelv-
ably overlocad them, For Instance, conslder an accldent in
which emergency coolling water [s belng vaporlzed to sfeam,
Although the vaporization process could well be sufflcent fo
carry off the residual heat from the reactor, thereby prevent-
Ing 1t from melting, coplous amounts of steam would be pro-
duced, In fact, the steam produced In carrying off only 50
megawatts of core power would probably be sufficient to

steam binding would prevent an Individual assembly from recelv=-
Tng coolant from the reactor plenum In the event of a reactor
accldent., This steam bindlng only affects the assembilies whose
power lavel exceeds this critlcal value, Steam from one assem-
biy wil! not adversely affect flow to adjacent assemblies., The
reactor power level is Iimited so that in the svent of hypo-~
fheflcal naxlmum-rafe loak of coolanf the resultant damage to
the reactor core is no more than | ﬁarcaﬁ.. for all credibile
loss~of -ccolant accldents no fuel malting (s anticipated even
when assurlng falfure of the most active component In the emer-
gency coolling system, Consequently, steam Is produced only In
a few assembllies (all the rest have sufficent coolant to pre-
vant stear formatlon)., Ten seconds after a reactor shutdown,
the power of the reactor has decayed to approximately 350MW, A
maximum of approximately 1 percent (corresponding to the 1
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overload the exhaust fans.* Yet, thé L-Reactor could require
mych more than 50 megawatts of cooling under loss—of-cooling
cond{t{ons, For instance, experimental data shows that, 10
saeconds sfter scram, the L-Reactor would st{ll be putting out
350 megawatts of power {assuming (t had been operating betore
scram at maximum powar of 2900 megawatts),** Experimental data
concerning the decay heat rate beyond 10 seconds does not
axist*** and the theoretical functfon used fn L-Reactor safety
analyses for times greater than 10 seconds is not glven In the
references avaflable, Conssquently, It Is not possible to
determine for this brief review the length of time that

*Whan two fans are operating, the exhausT system cgn remove
steam at the rate of 60 cublic meters per second (m”/sec).
[DEIS, op. clt., Voigms 2, Figure G-1, P, G-15,} This flgure
might be cut to 36 m”/sec, due to steam "binding." [Durant and
Brown, op. clt,, P. 58.1 One Opergtlng fan appears to be able
to exhaust gas at the rate of 35 m’/sec, 1S, P. Tinnes, op.
eft., P, 6,1 Consequentiy, It is reasoh&ble to pick 35
m-/sec, as a reprgsenfaftve value under actuml operating
cond{tlons, 35 m”/sec. of escaping steam would carry off
mogawatts of daecay heat. Analysis: According_to standard steam
tables, the volume of staam at 212°F s 27 £12/1b and the
anargy required fo convert water to steam (s 1000 Btu/lb,
(E.g., Handbook of Chemistry and Physics, Chemlcal Rubber Com-
pany, Clevefand, Ohilc.] Thus, each cublc foot of steam carries
with i+ 37 B+u in latent heat, which {s aquivalent to 1.4 mil-
1fon Jjoules per cubic meter. Therefore, an exhaust rate of 335
m”/sec of steam would remove 50 megawatts of power,

**hurch ot at,, op. cit., Figure 15-18, p, 15-48,

*:%Church et al., op, cit., p. 15-51,

percent of the core that may be damaged) of this powar (3.5 MW)
could be converted to steam and even formation of this amount
of steam is temporary and localized wlthin assemblies, Sig-
nif{cant (¥ not total quenching of this steam would occur
bafore {t reaches the reactor process room, If steam binding
within an assembly ultimately leads fto meiting of the assembly,
the molten mater{al would be quenched In the moderator tank and
no more steam would be formed, The max{mum thecret{ca! amount
of steam produced under the above cond!tions would not chal-
lenge the (ntegrity of the alrborne conflinemant system.

All credible accldents and some accidents not consi{dered credi-
ble are analyzed fo assure protection of the confinement sys-—
tem, None of the credible accidents result {n enough steam
formation to challenge the conf{nement system,
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escaping steam would overwhelm the exhaust fans, Howaver, the
time period could well be In excess of several hours.#

During that several hour period the pressure inside the reactor
complex would become posltive, driving steam and possibly
radiolodine out through unfiltered paths, including the air
inlet tunnel, l,e,, the fllters would be bypassed, Exactly how
much radloiodine would be released from the fuel during this
inttlal period is not clear, but based on TM!, it most likaly
would be more than the amount assumed to escape to the environ-
ment over the entire acclident through the fllter pathway ana-
Iyzed In the DEIS, (Even minor damage could releass
ragioiodline,)

0f equal seriousness Is the impact on the fans of posltive
pressure, The fans might be damaged, or [f the pressure rose
to between 0,4 and 2 pounds per square Inch, the fan housings
woutd burst, rendering the fans useless.## And without operat-
ing fans, the exhaust filters would overheat, compromising
their abllity to retaln radiolodine* released at any time dur-
ing the accident, Thus, a radiolodine reisase much larger than
35,000 curies would bacome credible,

For all these reasons, it appears to me that the optimistic
assumptions made In the DE1S concerning the adequacy of the

L-Reactor confinement system are highly questlionable under

plausible accldent sequences, -

#For a conventlonal power reactor, the time would be about 25
minutes. [Anthony Nero, Jr., A Guldebook to Nuclear Reactors,
University of Callfornia Press, Berkeley, 1979, p, 54,7 How-
over, the decay heat for the L-Reactor appears (at least Ini-
tlally) to be a greater percentage of the rated power than for

a civiilan reactor,

##The fans have been estimated to falil at an overpressure some-
where between 0,4 to 2 psig [Durant and Brown, op, cit,,
p. 581,

*£_ Nomm and H, P, Olson, op. cit,
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DN-4 in addition to concerns about the assumed release of fission There are three redundant sources of electrical power to the

products In credlble accidents, | find the back up electrical
system for the exhaust fans to be Inadequate, In accldent
sequences In which electrical power is lost, the current

conf inemant system relles on diesel generators. Yet dieset
generators are notorious for fallure to start. If the
L-Reactor should ever be operated, an addltional generator to
power the fans driven by steam escaping from the damaged
reactor should be Installed to add an addltional margin of
safety.

Sincerely,

Jan Beyea, Ph.0,
SenTor Energy Sclentist

JB:db

cc Carlyle Blakeney

confinement system exhaust fans, Two of three fans are nor-
mally online although only one Is necessary to maintaln nega-
tive pressure In the reactor process area, A loss of normal
elactrical power to the exhaust fans would not cause an acci=
dent that would reguire the use of the fans., In any event,
emorgency power to the exhaust fans Is avallable from both

(1) dlesel generators that supply emergency power to the
reactor bullding and (2) dedicated diesel generators that sup-
ply power to backup motors for the fans, Based on test data
explicltly for these generators, the probabitity that, If re-
quired, emergency power !ill not be avallable to at least one
fan 1s less than 5 x 107" per demand, and the probablllty that
there will ng* be emargancy power to at least two fans Is less
than 4 x 107° per demand, The probability of these fallures
concurrent with loss-of-normal power from either of two sub-
stations 1s so small as to be essentlally zero.

The suggestion to have an additional generator driven by steam
ascaping from a damaged reactor Is not applicable, In additlon
to the lack of need for an additlional generator, 1t would be
poor design practice to base the operation of a protectlon sys-
+em upon the occurrence and consequence of the very accident it
Is deslgned to protect agalnst,
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STATEMENT OF GEORGE P, LUPTON, M.D,
8 November 1983
2431 Terrace Way
Columbla, SC 29205
Mr. Maelvin J, Sires 111
U.S. Dept. of Energy
Savannah River QOperations Office
Post Qfflce Box A
Alken, South Carolina 29801
ATTN: EIS for L-Reactor
Dear Mr, Sires:
As a concerned U.S. and South Carolina c¢ltlzen | am writing In
raeference to the proposed re-activation of the L-Reactor at the
Savannah River Plant, 1| am a physician very worrled about the
health and environmental consequences that the proposed
reactiviation may produce,

D0-1 In order to make clear my concerns | am demanding that DOE Sea the responses to comments AA-3, AF-1, and BF-7 regarding
facliitltes be required to comply with Federal and state envi- DOE's comml tment to comply with appliicable federal and state
ronmental standards applicable to commercial reactor slites, reguiations and the differences between SRP reactors and

commercial light-water reactors,

DO=2 | also urge that every possible step be taken to avoid damage See the responses to comments AA-3 and AF-2 regarding DOE's

to the environment and possible adverse affects on the human
population In that area of $.C, and Georgla before the
L-Reactor has become reactivated. | am displeased with the
original DOE environmental assessment that was performed,

vmmn unn dn Aaanelidar dtha walloTndtamdlanad and vargy clAnTflaamd
Uy yo yuu v LUng oo FHTG w0 ITITNTONN IS aiid vory JVygni reaind

facts recently re-smphasized about the adverse affaects of the
L-Reactor on the marshlands and water supplies to a large human
population, let us not place the manufacture ot weapons of
destruction ahead of the safety of our citizens and the preser-
vation of the planet,

Sincerely yours,

Gacrge P, Lupton, M,D,

commitment to comply with applicable federal and state
regulations and to take al| reasonable steps to mitigate
Impacts,
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STATEMENT OF WILLIAM JH CALDICOTT MB, BS

November 7, 1983

Mr, M, J, Sires 11!

Asslstant Manager for Health,
Safety and Environment

U.S. Department of Energy

Savannah River Operatlons Qffice

P,0, Box A

Alken, South Caroilna 2980t

Dear Mr, Sires:

1 wish to submlt comments on the preparation of the
Environmental {mpact Statement (EIS) for the proposed
recommissioning of the L-Reactor at the Savannah River Plant,

DP-t The E{S process 1s Incomplete without definition of the need See the responses to comments AB-2 and AB-3 regarding the need
for the product of the L-Reactor, namely, additional nuclear for defense nuclear material,
weapons-grade material, It Is self-avident that no risk to the
public and fo the environment is justiffed if the product of
the reactor |s superfliucus, or Imposas extreme and totally
unacceptable hazards. The publlc has a right to be informed
about all the risks to them and thelr environment, Including
thosa from the nuciear weapons that wiii be manufactured from
the plutonfum and tritium produced in the L-Reactor,

Dp=-2 A recently completed study of the environmental impact of the These comments are outside the scope of the EIS,
use of nuclear weapons, conducted by Ors, Carl Sagan, Paul
Erhlich et al,, the results of which have been confirmed by
thousands of sclentists In thls country and around the worid,
Tnciuding the Soviet Union, has shed new and Important 1ight on
thls subject (Parade Magazine, Sunday October 30, 1983 [to be

published In detall In "Sclence]), It has shown that with the
usa of only a small fraction (10 percent, or less) of the
existing strategic arsenals of the US and USSR, all life on

earth may be destroyed, Currently the two arsenals contaln a
total of about 13,000 megatons of exploslve capacity. It has
been recommended as a matter of urgency, in light of the above
findings, that the combined arsenals be reduced to levels below
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the threshold for these catastrophlc environmental af fects,
which Is thought to be tn the order of 1,000 megatons,

The atmospheric effects of multiple nuclear explioslons would
include an extended perlod of darkness (lasting for weeks, and
possibly months), caused by the injection of dust and debris
into the atmosphere by multiple nuclear ground-burst
oxploslons, and photochemical smog from fire-storms. The
darkness would stop photosynthesis, killing animals and humans
which are all dependent on plant [ife. It would aliso induce
dramatic coolling, probably to between =25 and ~50 degrees F in
the northern hemisphere: the temperature differential would
force these changes on the southern hemlsphere also, As the
atmosphere clieared, lethal levels of uifravioiet radiation
would reach the earth's surface because of ozone depletion,
The study also showed that the levels of radiation at the
earth's surface would be higher than previously estimatad, and
extremaly threatening to human existence,

The abave Information adds welght to the conclusions of
experimental biologlsts, and the medical and sclentific
communities of thls country, as expressed In resolutlons of
t+heir national socletles, For example, the Federatlon of
Amer lcan Societlies for Experimental Blology (FASEB), with a
total membership of 18,267 sclentists, and the American
Assoclation for the Advancement of Sclence (AAAS), with a
mambership in excess of 25,000, passed resolutions outllining
the dangers of nuciear weapons and callling for both an end to
the nuclear arms race, and Increased efforts dedicated to the

porsuit of arms reductions negotlatlions,

In tight of thls knowledge, the possession by any country of an
arsenal of nuclear weapons beyond the capacity to destroy all
life on earth mist be seen as a reckless dlsragard for all
tife, Both the US and the USSR currently have such dangerous
excess capacitles, The L-Reactor will be used to Increase the
present US nuclear stock-plle and as such Is a real and lethal
danger to all life on this planet, How can an EIS serfousty
concern itsalf with the environment it the most Iimportant
environmental Impacts are ruled as classifled, and excluded
from the public debate? Obvlously it cannot,
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I+ Is critical for the Integrity of thls enquiry, and the
satety of the people of this reglon, the natlon, and the world
that the restrictions of classification be 1lfted, so that the
wisdom of all the people can be appllied to their collective
survival, Nothlng less Is consclonable In a free and
democratic soclety,
Danartmant of Radlology Youre Falthéully
Chlldren's Hospltal

Medical Center
300 Longwood Avenue Willlam U4 Caldlcott MB,BS
Boston, MA 02115 Assistant Prof, Radlology,

Harvard Medical School
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DR-1

STATEMENT OF TIMOTHY F, ROGERS
South Carollna House of Representatives
P.0. Box 11867
Columbia SC 2921t
Telaphone 758~5240

November 10, 1983

Mr, M, J, Sires

. Asslstant Manager for Health,

Safety and Environment
U.S. Department of Energy
Savannah River QOperations Offlce
Post Offlce Box A
Alken, SC 29801

Dear Mr. Sires:

| would like *to submit these comments for the record concerning
the startup of the Savannah Rlver Plant's tL-Reactor, and the

A mmaa Y - e Y=Y
draft envlronmental Impact statement,

Not being a technical expert, | am not going to comment
speclfically on the accuracy or completeness of the draft's
treatmont of environmantal areas, Rather, | will comment in
general about assumptions which appear to be made In DOE's
planning for the L-Reactor,

Public pronouncements from DOE In recent weeks refer to a
January startup date, The draft EIS dismlsses mitigation
alternatives because to protect our environment Is supposedly
impossible dus to "productlon schedule" demands,

The purposs of the EIS Is fo evaluate the environmental conse-
geunces of the proposed restart of L-Reactor, In accordance
with the Counclil on Environmental Quallty's regulations imple~
menting the procedural provisions of NEPA, the Department!s
preferred alternatives (including mitigation alternatives) are
Identifled in thils final EIS,

The Record of Decision on this EI!S will state the alternatives
to be implementad. The Record of Decision will address the
altarnatives considered In reachlng the decision, environmen-
tally preferable alternatives, and preferences for alternatives
based on technicai, economic, and stafufory missions of The
agency, and whether all practicable means to avold environmen-
tal effects from the selected ailternative have been adopted.
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Table M-2, DOE responses to comments on Draft EiS {(continued)

Comment Comments Responses
number

DQ-2 This clalm, supposedly founded on Informatlon Inaccessibie to As Indlicated in Section 1.1.1 and Appendix A (classifled) of
the pubiic, has been called Into guestion recently by experts the E1S, the defense nuclear material requirements of the FY
in the field of strategic pollcy, such as Dr. George Rathjens, 1984-1989 Nuclear Weapon Stockplle Memorandum support the need
whose knowledge cannot be disputed. According to Dr, Rathjens to restart L-Reactor as soon as practlicable, In addition, Sec-
and others, changes In weapons systems since the 1980 declsion tion 2,1,3 of the EIS summarlzes the fact that implemantation
to restart the reactor, and othar alternatlive productlion possi- of partlial production optlons that would provide the greatest
blilties, make any claim that the Immediate startup is essen- material production would only provide a smal| fractlon of
t1al appear to be absurd, 1 would request that the final £15 needed defense nuclear materials that could be produced by
deal with this question In a more thorough way, | do not be- L-Reactor,
lleve that a general explanation in this area would present a
national sscurlty threat, Specific response to the comments of Dr, Rathjens and Dr,

Cochran are contained in this Appendix under comment letters

Glvan that the Information appears to show that a delay In "oi' and "BL,"
L-Reactor startup for three yesars would have no effect on
natlonal security (according to the testimony of Dr, Thomas B,
Cochran of the Natural Resources Defense Council) | would sug-
gest that the following goals be reached before startup:

DQ-3 1) The phaseout of all seepage basins on slte, Including As discussed in Chapter 5 of this £15, the Incremental

those In the support facflity areas, Seepage basins
for waste dlsposal are not acceptable environmental
practice, and to Increase the toad on thaese basins
before deallng wlth already severe groundwater contam-
ination should be avoided,

L-Reactor Impacts due to the use of seepage basins are expected

to be minor, The proposed restart of L-Reactor Is Independent

of the continued use of these seepage basins in that the s

age basins In the A-, M-, F-, and H-Areas are current

used In support of othar operations that are not withi
a of this EIS,

P p—— ~ SRR Y Ny WP |
DOE s committed to perform mit

L+
pol lutants raleased to the ground water and to establish with
the State of South Carclina a mutual ly agreed-on compliance
schedule, The State of South Carollna (SCDHEC), U.S5. Geofogl-
cal Survey, and Environmental Protection Agency are reviewing
the datall ound-water monitoring being performed at SRP t
mavement of the chlorinated hydrocarbon plume fr
operations {(see Secttons 5,1,1,2 and F.5.4) and45 pro-
vide [nformation for cleanup operations, These agencies are
also reviewing proposed plans for impeding the growth of the
contaminant plume and for removing the chlorinated hydrocarbons
with a comblnation of recovery wells, a large air stripper (to
be permitted by SCDHEC), and an injection we!l and/or spray
irrigation system, If required,

As noted In Sectlon F_6, the SRP ground-water management and
protection plan wi!| be the subject of a separate NEPA review,
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DOE rasponsas to comments on Draft EIS {(continued)

Comment
number

Comments

Responses

DQ-4

7ZE-H

0Q-5

2) The I(mplemantation of some sort of cooling water dis-
charge alternative to direct discharge into Steel
Creek, Any alternative chosen should comply with
state thermal standards before startup, Although (+
{s understandable that operating reactors be allowad
to come {nto compllance over a perfod of time, (t is
not acceptable to start up the L-Reactor, Incur severe
environmental damage, and put [nto place mitigattfon
measures at some time (n the future,

3) The implementation of some sort of (mproved safety
features which would bring the L-Reactor Into compl(-
ance with standards demanded of commerci(al reactors,
{ncluding those having to do with possible dangers to

In genera)l, | beliave that the reactors - and all the faclli-
t1es at the Savannah River Plant = should comply strictly with
al)l requlatfons which apply to commerclal reactors, And the
Dapartment of Energy should obey all laws and regulattfons which
a commerclal (ndustry would face,

Sectfon 4,4,2 of the EIS, which discusses coolfag—water mit{ga-
tlon alternatives, has been revised based on public comments
recalved on the draft EIS, Specifically, Section 4,4,2 has
bean ravisaed to provide a detafled discussion of additional
combinatlons of varfous cooling-water, In Section 4,4,2, each
of the cooling-water mitigation systems (s evaluated for
attaining the thermal discharge ltmits of the State of Scuth
Carolina, Section 4,4,2 and a revised Appendfix |,
Floodplain/etland Assessment, discuss the wetland Impacts of
each of the systems conslidered,

The Departiment of Energy has been reviewfng and evaluaﬂng\
alternative cooling-water systems for L-Reactor., Based on
these reviews and evaluations, and consultatlons wi{th the
repraesantatives of the State of South Carolina regarding a
mutual ly agreed upon compltance approach, a preferred cooling-
watar mitigation alternative (s fdentifled In this EIS, This
preferred cooling-water alternative (s to construct a 1000~acre
|ake before L-Reactor resumes operatlion, to redesign the
reactor outfall, and to operate L-Reactor (n a way that assures
a balanced blological communfty (n the lake, The Record of
Decisfon prepared by the Department on this EIS wil] state the
cooling-waver mitigation moeasures that will be taken which will

allow L-Reactor opaeration to be {(n compliance with the

cond{tfons of an NPDES permit to be fssued by the State of

South Carolina,

Chapter 7 ot the EIS presents the Faderal and state environmen-
tal protection regulatlions that are applicable to the restart
of L-Reactor., The restart of L-Reactor will comply with all of
these requlations, For exampie, the proposed restart of
L-Reactor wili be In compliance with an NPDES permit [ssued by
the S5tate of South Carolina, and the restart of L-Reactor wil]
be in compliance with DOE radiation protectlon standards that
are comparable to those of the Nuclear Regulatory Commissfon
(10 CRF 20} for a productfon facility {(l.e.,, 500 m{llirem to
the whole body {n any one calendar year),

With raspect to engtneered safety features such as a contalin-
mant dome, the need for specific engineered safety features (s
based upon lfmiting potential radiologlcal consequences, The
potentfal radfological consequences are related to the design
and operation of the specttic type of reactor baing considered;
for example, the Fort S5+, Vralin reactor, which {s a gas-cooled
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Comment
number

Comments

Responses

DQ=6

1t Is slmply not sufticlent to respond that national securlty
demands a certaln schedule -~ with no explanation In the face of
Increasing evidance that such Is not the case - and continue to
contaminate our environment, The toxlic pollution of the
Tuscatoosa Aqulfer is a threat to our securlty perhaps more
immediate than any we face If the L-Reactor startup Is delayed,

Thank you,
Sincerely,
Timothy F, Rogers
TFR/rhl
A54

commarcial reactor in Colorado, has no contalnment dome and was
{icensed for operation by the NRC,

See the responses to comments DQ-1 through DQ-5,
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Table M-2,

DOE responses to commants on Draft EIS (continued)

Comment
number

Comments

Responses

DR-1

STATEMENT OF DANIEL L, CHILDERS

Unlversity of South Carollna
Cotlumbla, SC 29208

Marine Sclence Program
(803) 777-2692

November 10, 1983

Mr., M, J, Sires, 111

Assistant Manager for Health,
Safety and Environment

Us5. Uepartment of tnerg

Savannah River Operations Offlce

P.0. Box A

Alken, 5C 29801

Dear Mr, Sires:

As a part of the public comment process provided for by the
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, this letter Is
directed at the draft Environmental Impact Statement (Draft
EI1S) prepared for the Savannah River Plant L-Reactor
(DOE/EIS~01080), My comments are both general--regarding the
extenslve loss of valuable wetlands and bottomiand forests, and
the adverse and possibly 1llegal offects on wildlife--and
specific--regarding the fallure ot the Draft EIS to establish
ecosystem bounds which would allow adequate study of large
scale impacts of the L-Reactor operatlon,

1 am currently a masters degree candidate In the Marine Sclence
Program at the University of South Carotina, Cotumbia, SC. My
tralning ts in acosystems acotogy, with particular emphasls on
wetlands, and | am presently working on the modellng of salt
marsh ecosystems, Thls letter contains my Interpretations,
comments, and recommendations only, | do not represent the
University of South Carcolina, the Marine Sclence Program, or
any person affillated with either,

There are a number of environmentally devastating af fects that

+ha I..Donni-ﬁr- ractart wonld hava an tha Q'l‘nal Oroak arncuctam
“nSSCTOT Ta5var WOUIG Aadvs On WS o SR SCESYSTEN.

it ls unfortunate, and perhaps illegal, that these destructive

Sectlons %,6.1,

4,1.1,.4, 5,2.4.1,

and Appendixes C and |

addrace +ha lmpnr-'ll'c +n un+lnnd|: Fram +ha | =Raactar rafarancs

case thermal discharge.

[ S+ L L o

Sectlon 4,4,2 and Appendix | address

PSR

N
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Table M-2,

DOE responses to comments on Draft EIS {(continued)

Comment
number

Comments

Rasponses

A

(=]

[ 2S]

consequences have been essentlally Ignored as "inevitable" by
the Department of Energy. Among the effects to which | am
referring, one of the most significant {s the immed{ate loss of
nearly 1000 acres of freshwater wetlands and bottomland for-
ests, By {tself, this prospect (s traglc, To date, over half
of the 215 miltion acres of wetlands once found in the cont(gu~-
ous Unf{ted States have been lost, and presently over 485,000
acres are lost every year, Clearly, the loss of the Steel
Creek wetlands must be avoided. Beyond aesthetic considera=
tions, these wetlands are crucial to the environmental stabil-
ity and ecological balance of the surrounding ecosystem, They
are intricately linked to the reduction of hydrologic storm
aeffacts and to the efficlent removal of nutrients and sed{ments
from the water column, These wetlands also provide critical
habi tat to a wide diversity of wlldi{fe-~vertebrate and i(nver-
tebrate, Habitat (nterspersion and {solation #rom public hunt-
fng make the Steel Creek delta and Savannah River Swamp [mpor-
tant sanctuarfes and refuges for regfonal waterfowl (Page 3-51,
EIS). Amer{ican alligators, listed and protected as an endan-
gered spectes by the U,S. Fish and Wildlife Service, use the
Steel Creek delta and swamps as feeding and breeding grounds
(page 3-50, EIS), Ameri{can alligators are sensitive to in-
creasas (n ambient temparature, and {{rrespective of wetlands
losses] the elevation of the local water temperatures above the
allf{gator's tolerance fimits, as proposed, may have {llegal
consequences,

Heated water would have a drastic and detrimental affact on tha
anadromous American shad populatlion that spawns In the Stee!
Creek/5avannah River regfon, Gravid fish would be completely
Isolated from their spawning grounds by an {mpenetrable thermal
barr{er (Appendix C, page 47, EI5), In many astuarine systems,
such as the Chesapeake Bay, drastic reductions fn American shad
fisherles have been linked to the sensitivity of this anadro-
mous specles fo disruption of (ts frashwater spawnling grounds,

.

wotland impacts associated with the (mplementation of a
cooling-water mitigation alternative, Critical habitat, as dp~
fined and protected by the U,S, Fish and Wildlife Service,
not exist on the SRP, fncluding the Steel Craeek ecosystem,
Chapter 7 of this EIS has been revised to reflect the current
status of consultatlons with the U,S, Fish and Wild}ife Service
and the Nat!onal Mar{ne Fisheries Service, Also see the re-
sponse to commant AA-1 regarding the coolling-water alternat{wes
fn this Final EtS~=(ncluding DOE's preferred alternative—-and
the responses to comments AD-3, AF-2, and AP-4, regarding th
wood stork, American alligator, and cooperati{on with the De—
partment of Interior In using the Habitat Evaluation Proceduras
(HEP).

Section 4,1,1,4 of The EiS addresses the ecoiogical impacts to
anadromous fish, (ncluding the American shad for the direct
discharge of cooling water, Isolation of spawnling grounds
above the mouth of Steel Creek could occur with direct dis-
charge, but analysis of data supported by prior studfes show
that a zone of passage will be maintalned {n the Savann
River, Sectlons 4,4.2,, 4,4,2,6, 4,5, and Append{x L of this
Final E1S discuss DOE's preferred cooling-water alternative,
This alternative would provide a balanced blological community

in a 1000=arra lake and would not af fact spawning of riverins
04 JRRalre AdRe NG wouic nol artrect punrairy LT Ta¥YST N0

and anadromous fishes bsalow the delta of Steel Creek,
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Table M=2, DOE responses o comments on Draft E1S (continued)

Comment
number

Comments

Responses

DR-4

Certainly, the detalls of proposed general ecologlica! losses
are far more extensive than | have mentioned here., The polnt
of these faw {mportant examples cited {s to emphas{ze the
extensive ecologlcal degradatfon that may occur, and to
underitne the obvious (mportance of preventing such potential
losses, Howaver, the primary objective of this letter (s to
present an fmportant (nadequacy of the Draft EIS with regard to
an Insufficlent coupling of ecological destruction,
environmental degradation, and hydrologlcal changes with the
atfects of each of these on the entire Savannah River
ecosystem,

The first major mésconception of the EIS {s {n regard to the
arbitrary boundariss appiied fo the threatened ecosystem,
These boundaries, and thus the extent of the EIS, t(nclude only
Steel Creek and the Savannah River Swamp (where Steal Crask
meets the Savannah River}, In a lotic Iflowing water] s{tua-
tlon, such as this, particularly where i(mpacts are being pro-~
Jected, (+ ts cruclal that the ecosystem In questfon be consfd-
ered bayond the limit of any possible downstream {(mpact. in
the tReactor situation, this ndary must, by necessity,
extend through the estuar{ne zone of the Savannah River and to
the point In the coastal oceanfc environmant whare the Savannah
River has no sfgnificant effects on the local ecology and envi-
roamant, This (s because of the {nherent dependence of
tlowing-water ecosystems on upstream sources of energy, the
most Important of which Is suspended partfculates—~detritus,
Detritus-based food webs are the most signiticant feature of
aquatic ecosystems, particularly fn estuarine subsystems, In a
river dominated ecosystem such as the estuarfne Savannah River,
fluvial detrital Inputs provided the bulk of the energy base
for food webs, This riverine detritus s der{ved from efther
terrigenous runoff or from erosf{on of bottom sediments., it {s
this erostonal sourcs that s {mportant here,

According to the Draft E1S, page 3-61, about 284 curf{es of
radioces{um have been discharged i(nto Stes! Creek since 1955,
Bacause ceslum displays a characteristic tendency to flocculate
with clay and silt particles, most of thils radiocesium {s asso-
clfated with the clay/silt sediments of Steel Creek, the Stee!
Creek delta, and the Savannah River Swamp, In Stee! Creek and
the delta, 69% of the cosium Is associated with the upper 20 om
of sediments, and B6% with the upper 40 cm (page 3-62, EIS),
Tha swamp shows even more concentrated ceslum levels, with 70%

in additfon to the detritus that Is produced by the Stee!
Creek scosystem, the estuarine zone of the Savannah R{ver
racalves detr{tal (nputs from aquatic and terrestrial habltats
as tar up river as Clarks Hill Reservoir, a distance of approx
{mately 220 river m{les. The Steel Creek ecosystem (s empha-
sized In the E{S because it {s the area of greatest potentlal
Impact., In addition to extensfve ecologlical analyses in the
tmmedlate vicinity of the SRP, studies have also been performed
{n estuarine environments (n the vicinity of Savaanah, Georgla,

Sectlon 3,7,2,1 and Appendix O discuss the distributfon of
caslum=137 {n Steel Creek-Creek Plantation Swamp sofls, and the
fnventory of cesfum-137 remaining in these areas, Information
provided Ia Sections D,2 and D.4,5 shows that the concentration
of cestum=137 {s greatest In Steel Creek, not (n Creek Planta-
tion Swamp. An area In Steel Creek, about 580 acres, contalns
about 0,105 curie per acre. This is 4,7 Times the 0,02Z curie
par acre found In Creek Plantatfon Swamp, which has an area of
940 acras,.
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Table M=2, DOE responses to commants on Draft £15 (continued)

Comment
number

Comments

Responses

DR-5

of all cesium assoclated with the top 6-7 cm of sediments, It
should be noted that the swamp discharges directly Into the
Savannah River proper, The Steel Creek dolta {s a typical flu~
vial deltatc fan with organic and alluvial deposits overlying a
sand layer and stabflized by vegetation, The surtace deposi-~
t{onal layer {s 65% clays and s{its (Table 3=18, EiS). In wet-
land environments, submerged aquat{c vegetation and emergent
vagatation stimulate the settling of ffne colloidal particles
(clays and sflts) by reducing local water velocit{es and effec-
tively holding these fine sedfments {n place. This vagetation
Is critical to matntenance of the substrate during storm events
as well, when [t serves to dampen the erosional energy of (n-
creased dlscharge. In environments {such as Stes] Creek, the
delta, and the swamp) where the surface sedfments are contami-
nated, (t+ (s even more crit{cal that this vegetative buffer be
maintalned, The inftial effect of coolfng effluents released
at 70+°C (160°F) {nto Stee! Creek, as proposed, would be to
kil]l off this crucfal vegetation, This Is documented [n the
Draft EIS,

In addftion to the therma) stresses noted above, drastic
fncreases (n flow rates and stream discharge dus to the
L~Reactor operation will contribute to the destruction of
essentlal vegetative buffers [n the Steel Creek ecosystem, The
expected average base flow discharge of Steel Creek at Road A,
mjdway between the L-Reactor and the Savannah Rlveg Swamp, (s }
m/s, with maximum storm even dfscharges of 4-8 m “/s (page
3-22, £15), The 15 years thls system has had to "recover"
since the L-Reactor shutdown {s a short t(me, ecologically. No
aquatic ecosystem (as | have defined here) can reach the
species diversity and niche separation essenttal for stabtltty
fn this perfod of time, and an unstable, developing ecosystem
such as that found (n Stesl Creek (s more vulnerable to env(-
ronmental perturbatlons, More I(mportantly, the Steel Creek-
Savannah Rfver Swapp subsystem has "evolved" undeg a standard
flow regime of | m’/s, with storm maxi{ma of 4~8 m°/s, The pro~
poseq ef fluent discharge from the L-Reactor Into thfs system is
11 m?/s, far above naturally occurring rates, Even (f therma)
stress was eliminated, this drastic and immedfate Increase (n
base flow could not be folerated by the submerged and emergent
plant communities,

The tmportance of vegetation (n soll stabllization and reducing
flow rates Is well known; it accounts, In part, for the facts
that ceslum-137 distrtbutions (n Creek Plantation Swamp have
not changed areally and that the cesfum-137 {s confined to the
upper centimeters of swamp sotfls, Hfstor(c data, however, show
that the vegetation of Creek Plantation Swamp will not be
affected appreclably {f direct discharges of L-Reactor cooling

watar +n Stasl Craok ars rocumad
warer To oTeel LTeSk are rosumed,

In contrast, the vegatation

in the Stee} Creek-delta area wil| be adversely impacted and
much of this vegetatlion containing ceslum-137 wi}| be trans-
ported to the Savannah River, The estimate of cesfum=137
transport from S5tes) Creek I(ncludes 0,4 curfe as contamfnated
vegetatfon during the first year,

The relatfonship between speclies divers{ty and ecological

stabi ity is not clearly understood, nor ts the sctentific
commun{ty f{n agreement that stabl(ll(ty can ever be measured, As
contended, however, {f thermal stress was el{minated, flow
rates wii] destroy nearly all of the submerged and emergent
plant communities of the Steel Creek corrldor and portlons of
its deita.

Impacts to vegetation from the discharge of cooling-water are
discussed In Section 4,4,2,
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Comment
numbar

Commants

Responses

DR-6

DR=-7

The result of combined thermal and flow stresses, at proposed
lavels, would be to eliminate the vegetatlon crucial ‘o

ma intenance of the contaminated Steel Creek, deltalc, and swamp
sediments, Coupled with a 12-fold Increase In the base flow
discharge, elementary hydrology predicts rapid eroslion of these
fine sediments and virtually complete entrainment in the water
cotumn, The radiocesium would then be taken up qulckly by
bacteria associated with the detrital particies, and ty banthlc
and nektonic detrlitivores and omnivores, Thus, as thls plume
of radtocesium=-contaminated suspended sediments fiows with the
Savannah River, 1t Is belng Incorporated into the important
detrital food web, and the result Is an apparent "dlluticn" of
ceslum in the water column (reported in the EI15), WIthin the
food web, howsver, a classical cass of blomagnification wild
concentrata radiocesium levels at an exponential rate across
trophlc tevels, from bacteria and zooplankton to upper
carnivores and omnivores {both benthic and nektonic}, Many of
these upper trophic level species llving In the Savannah River
and the Savannah River estuary support important local
fisherles, and as a result man may be the eventua! consumer and
concentrator of the radiccesium presently trapped in Stesl
Creek sediments, The key concept here is the dynamic quality
of lotic ecosystems, The effects of cesium on downstream
populations are functions not of the ceslum levels detected
downstream, as is implied by the Draft EIS, but rather of the
trophic level Interactions occurring throughout the ecosystem,
Until thils critical aspect of the radiocesium question has been
examined, tha Environmental Impact Statement is not compleate,

The National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 initlated the
Environmental Impact Statement process to protect our natural
environment from unnecessary and lrresponsible damage, While |
do not want fo open the "Pandora’s Box"® issue of the real, or
apparent, need for operation of the L-Reactor, | wlli polnt out
that it Is now accepted by all parties involved that a dolay in
the scheduled restart of the L-Reactor wlll have no signlflicant
impact on the defense industry, or on national security, There
Is no reason for restarting the reactor unti) all environmenta!
and safety questions have been answered,

As noted in Section D,2,3,1, less than 20 percent of the
cesium-137 currently being transported from Steel Creek is
assoclated with the suspended sediment (detrital) fraction,
About 80 percent Is transported in the dissolved—-colloidali
fraction, This situation s not expected to be altered
appreciably after the loss of vagetation in the Steel Creek
corridor-detta area,

Bioaccumulation 1s discussed in Appendixes B and D and is also
taken into account In the dose calculatlions presented In Sac—
tlon B.3, The dose calculations are conservative because they
did not consider the decrease In cesium=-137 concentration with
distance downstream from the mouth of Steel Creek., A decrease
of 32 percent has been measured between the Highway 301 and
Highway 17 brldges over the Savannah River,

See the responses to comments BL-15 and BL-19 regarding the
need for dafense nuclear materials,
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Commen’t
number

Comments

Responses

DR~-8

It §s Ia the bast Interest of the public and the Steel Creek/
Savannah River ecosystem that the Savannah River Plant
L-Reactor remaln dormant, | stand firmly behind this declsion
as the only vlable alternative, | do reallze, howaver, that
this solution is probably not favored by the Ospartment of
Energy "declsion makers," To that end, 1 pose the foltowing

limltations to L-Reactor operation, and | wlll actively protest

any attempts to operate thls unit without at least these rudl-

mentary protective measures:

1, Effluent temperatures Into Steel Creek must naver
exceed 30°C, and appropriate cooling apparatus must be
instal ted to Insure this upper limlt, Furthermore, to
minimlze effects of the outfal! on ambient seasonal
trends In temperature locally, the effiuent tempera-
ture must not exceed 20°C In tha winter,

2, Effluent discharges of 11 m”/s are unacceptable, The
reactor restart must be gradual, and outflow controls
muist be Tnstalled In order to achieve the followlng
outfall flow regime:

- Initially, discharge flow must not exceed 2 /s
over a period of 2-3 years, dlscharge_is gradually
Increased at a rate not to exceed 2 m~/s per year

-~ effluent discharge must never exceed 8 m-”/s

- durtng storm events, discharge ls reduced so to
tlow through the Steel Creek ecosystem never
exceoeds 8-10 m”/s

In monltoring both of these parameters (temperature and dis-
charge), 1t 1s important that only instantaneous maxima be con-
sidered and not time averaged values, In order to protect
critical submerged aquatic and emergent vegetatlion, and thus
prevant eroslon of contaminated sediments resulting In cesium
polsoning of the entire Savannah River ecosystem, these recom-
mendations must be viewed as minimal, and expanded upon,
Neither technotogy, nor money, nor time is a Ilimlting factor,
and the SRP L-Reactor must operate within the conflnes of
federal law,

See the response to comments AA-1 and AB-13 regarding coollng~
water mitigation alternatives in this final E{S, Sectlion 4,4,2
of this EIS, dlscusses Impacts due to both temperature and flow
rate of the cooling-water mitigation alternatives, Also see
tha response to comment AA-2 regarding resuspenslion of
radlocesium and its relationship to EPA drinking-water
standards,
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Comment
number
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Responses

Please send me a copy of the finallzed Environmentatl Impact
Statement for the SRP L-Reactor restart proposal, and keep me
fully Informed about the full declsion-making process, |f you
hava any questions regarding my observations, comments, or

e ms £

recommendations, please feel free to contact ma,
Thank you for your time,

Sincerely yours,

Dantel L, Childers
803 777 3945
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Table M~2, DOE responses to comments on Draft EIS (continued}

Comment

number

Comments

Responses

0S-1

STATEMENT OF ALEXAMDER SPRUNT, IV

Natlonal Audubon Soclety
Research Department
115 Indlan Mound Trall
Tavernier, Fla., 33070

IEABRY MAma_CH

{3G5) 852-50S52
9 Novembar, (983

Mr. M. J. Sires, (11

Assistant Manager for Health, Safety
and Environment

Department of Energy

Savannah Rlver Operations Office

P, 0. Box A

Alken, SC 29801

Dear Mr, Sires:

This letter Is In response to the Oraft E15 for L-Reactor
Operations, Savannah River Plant., We are concerned with the
ef fact of loss of foraging habitat for Wood Storks on the
future of tThe species,

Qur research has shown that the Wood Stork poputation has
daclined from about 10,000 palrs in 1960 to about 4300 palrs in
1983, Lloss of foraging areas that could cause a drop In pro-
ductlivity or, at worst, complete fallure or abandonment of a
colony site could have serious effect on overall stork

popu tations,

Data given In the Draft EIS Indlcate that mora Wood Storks
foraged in 1983 on the Savannah River FPlaat {SRP) than on sur-
rounding areas, This, however, Is Incomplete Information, The
first sighting glven Is for 23 June, about two months after
nesting began at the Birdsville colony, Information needs to
be gathered for the entire nesting period and the percentage of

The final EIS in Appendix C, Sectlion C.3.2, contalns more

detalied information on the wood stork than was available for

the preparation of the Draft EiS,

In add!tion, Chapter 7 of

this final EIS presents the current status of consultations

with the U,S, Flsh and Wildlife Service on the woodstork.

Responses to comments contalned In comment letter MAD" also

provide additional

Information on the woodstork,

/



WEL-H

Table M-2, DOE responses to comments on Draft EiS (continued)

Comment
numbar

Comments

Responses

DS§-2

storks foraging at the 5RP compared with that for the
surrounding area In order to determine the Importance of the
SRP tands as foraging sltes, To proceed wlth restarting
L-Reactor on the basis of the partlal informatlon glven would
be a blatant disregard for the future of a proposed endangered

specles,

We see no mentlon of plans to provide alternate toraging

habi tat before the current SRP sltes are destroyed by the
proposed start-up of L-Reactor, Further, we see no serlous
conslderation of any of the 12 alternatives to direct discharge
into Steel Creek previous to Initial start-up,

In view of the possible damags o Wood Stork populations and
our concern ftor the future of this specles, we object to the
start-up of L-Reactor until adequate research and mitigation
can be agreed upon,

Very truly yours,

Alexander Sprunt, |V
Research Director

The mitlgation of thermal impacts to endangered specles coul
be attained by the Implementation of alternative coolling sys
tems, which are described In Sectlon 4,4,2 and Appendlx | of
the EI15, Also, see the response to comment AA-1 regarding

cooling-water mitigation alternatives,
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Table M-2, DOE responses to comments on Draft EIS (continued)

Comment Comments Responses
number
STATEMENT OF LINDA MORGAN
Linda Morgan
1011 Woodland Drive
West Columbla, South Carollna 29169
November 11, 1983

M, Malvin J. Stres, (1| .

4.S. Department of Energy

Savannah River Operations Offlce

Post Offlce Box A

Alkan, South Carolina 29801

Dear Mr, Sires,

DT~-1 Protecting our environment has future implications for the See the responses to comments AA-3 and AF-2 regarding DOE's

wolfare of our cltizens, State and Fedaeral regulations for
commercial nuciear reactors wera carefully formulated to allow
for protection of cur environment, as well as to allow for
production of energy,

At the present time, weapons materials are being produced at
+he Savannah River slte without regard to the state and Federal
regulations, Reactors at SRP can comply with regulations and
stil| produce materials that the goverament feels is necessary.

An overriding concern for me 1s the damage inflicted on the
anvironment, | would 11ke to see the operations at SRP comply
wlth state and Federal regulations as soon as possible and that
steps be taken to ensure that the L-Reactor comply with the
regulations before startup,

Sincerely,

Linda Morgan

comm{ tmant to comply with applicabla federal and state
regulations and to take a!! reascnable steps to mitigate
impacts, and the response to comment BF-7 regarding differences
between SRP reactors and commercial |ight-water reactors,



Tabte M-2, DOE responses to comments on Draft EIS {continued)

Comment Comments Responses
number

9tE-R

Groton Land Company, Inc,
Route 1, Box 98
Luray, South Carolina 29932
(803) 625-4160

Mr, Meilvin J, Sires, 111

U.5. Department of Energy
Savannah River Operations Office
Post Offlce Box A

Alken, SC 29801

Dear Mr, Sires,

ou-1 | would like to reglster my concern about safety at the See the response to comment CF-3 regarding startup of the
Savannah River Plant, specifically the startup of the L-Reactor, and the responses fo comments AA-3 and AF-2
L-Reactor, | urge you to do everything In your power to make regarding COE commitments to comply with applicable Federal and
sure that the L-Reactor Is not made operational before It Is state environmental protection requlirements and to take all
ascertained to be completsly safe, reasonable steps to mitigate prior to restart,

Yours slncerely,

Robart Winthrop 11
RW: ] J
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Table M=2, DOE responses to commants on Draft EIS (continued)

Comment Comments Responses
numbar
STATEMENT OF LIZ PAUL
GROUNDWATER ALLIANCE
Box 4090
Ketchum, ldaho 83340
Mr. Melvin J, Sires, I}
U.S. Department of Energy
Savannah Rlver Operations Office
Post Office Box A
Alken, South Carollna 29801
Subject: Comments on DEIS for L-Reactor
Mr, Sires,
pv-1 Regardless of the local envlironmental Impact of resumption of The national policy on nuclear weapons, their deployment, and

opaerations ot the L-Reactor, which stand alone as reason enough
to never operate the reactor again, operation of the L-Reactor
will bring the world closer to a nuclear exchangs which would
have catastrophic effects on the global environment, The
production of nuciear materials In the L-Reactor will allow the
U.,5. to increase [ts nuclear arsenal c¢reating greater global
Tha cimnia

The csimple

dammlan whlsh may snarl a nuslass avehanna
Tanason Wiar b Seuy Spdin U nulL ioar BRwadniyss

presence of an Increased nuclear arsenal also Increases the
possibility of error, human or technical, whlch may cause a
nuc lear exchange,

Explosion of only a small portion of the nuclear warheads
axisting today will damage the global environment so severely
+hat the continued existence of llfe wlll be In question,

"Enormous amounts of llght-absorbing and light reflecting
particulate debris will cloak the atmosphere in a dark
vail which will hinder sunlight for months, In the
Northern Hemisphere vast flres will almost certalnly sweep
over expanses of forest land and agricultural flelds, and
these fires along with those In oll and gas flelds Ignited
by the thousands of nuclear exploslons will load the lower
atmosphere with tiny particles of tar, scot and ash, When
the fires burn out and the particles eventually fall to

the need for Increased weapons 1s beyond the scope of thls EIS,
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Table M=2, DOE responses to commants on Draft EIS (contlinued)

Comment
number

Comments

Responses

t+he ground, the changed chemistry of the atmosphere would
be such that a severe photochemical smog could form over
much of the Northern Hemisphere...A large reduction of the
stratospheric ozone layer Is also possible,.,.In addition

+n wartima dactrurtinan and malennina +ha natieal
TO WAry imé GasTruction and poisching, Ths RaTuras

environment might suffer such grave long-term changes as
to severely threaten the survivor's fight for recovery,"*

The L-Reactor must be decommissloned not restarted. Operation
of C, K and P reactors at SRP and the N reactor at Hanford must
stop also,

Sincerely,

Liz Paul, Groundwatar Alllance

*amblo, Royal Swedish Academy of Sciences, Volume Xi, Number
73 Ths2
] -
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Tabte M-2, DOE responses to comments on Draft EIS (continued)

Comment Comments Responses
number
STATEMENT OF M, R, JOHNSON
Mr, Melvin J, Sires, |1
U.5. Department of Energy
Savannah Rlver Operatlons Offlce
P, 0. Box A
Alken, 5C 29801
Dear Sir;
Dw-1 | am sending this letter to ltet you know of my concern over the See the responses to comments AF-1, BF-7, and BF-8 regarding

rastart of the L-Reactor at the Savannah River Plant. This
reactor Is obsalete and If roactivated will not conform to NRC
standards and wl!l| further straln relatlons betwean the
cltizens of South Carelina and the Savannah River Plant,

Plaase let me know of any further opportunity for public
comment and concern,

Stncerely,
M, R, Johnson

16 Meadow St.
Lyman, S5C 29365

the differences between SRP reactors and commerclal
reactors,

ifght-water
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Table M-2, DOE responses to comments on Draft EIS (continued)

Comment Comments Responses
number
STATEMENT OF SALLY BATTLE
Mr, Melvin J. Sires 111
U.S5. Dept of Energy
Savannah River QOperations Office
PO Box A
Alfken SC 29801
This is a confirmation copy of a telegram addressed to you:
DX~-1 Protect aur environment: before any L RX startup assure DOE See the responses fo comments AA-3 and AF-2 regarding DOE's

facilitles compliance with state and Federal standards
applicable to commercial reactor sites,

Respect ful ly,

!

a, SC 29205
21:47 EST

MGMCOMP s

commi tment to comply with appticable federal and state
regulations and tc take all reasonable s‘r;u.i_s_f_o_m]_ugm
~lmpacts, and the responses to comments AF=T, BF~7, and BF-8
regarding the di fferences between SRP reactors and commerclal
l1ghtewater reactors,
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Table M-2, DOE responses to comments on Draft EIS (continued)

Comment Comments Responses
numhar
STATEMENT OF JOHN E, ALCOCK
United States Department of Agriculture
Forest Service
Southern Regional Offlce
1720 Peachtree Rd,, NwW
Atlanta, GA 30367
Reply to 1950
Date October 31, 1983
Mr. Richard P, Denise
Acting Manager
Department of Energy
Savannah River Operations Offlice
PO, Box A
Atken, South Carclina 29801
Dear Mr, Denlse:
The USDA Forest Service has reviewed the DEIS, titled,
" -Reactor Operation, Savannah River Plant, Alken, South
Carolina,” Our personnel at the SRP and in the Reglonal Offlice
In Atlanta were Involved In the review,
DY-1 We have no major comments on the DEIS. One editorial change The change has been made as noted,

should be made In the FE!S. 1In Appendix C, page C-71, second
paragraph, last sentence, the amount of seedlings planted in
1980 should be changed to 1,530,000 seedlings of loblolly pine
and 160,000 seedlings of longleaf plne,

Wo appreclate the opportunity to review this DEIS on the
" -Reactor Operation."

John E, Alcock
Regional Forester

cc:  SRFS
WO (EC)
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Table M=2, ODOE responses to comments on Draft EIS (contlinued}

Comment
number

Comments

Rasponses

STATEMENT OF LARRY L, CALDWELL

November 10, 1983

1449 Thayer Drive
Richiand, WA 99352
Phone: (509)-946-9039

Mr, M, J. Sires, t11, Asslistant Manager
Health, Safety and Environment

U.S. Department of Energy

Savannah River Operations Qfflce

Afken, South Carollna 29801

Mr, Slres:

Attached are my comments on the Draft Environmental impact

Statement: L-Reactor QOperation Savannah River Plant Alken
Tela (USDOE lﬁﬁE?EiS-ﬁi%ﬁﬁl, SepTember 1983, 2 Volumas)

pursuant to Federal Register notlces and appropriate Federal
statutes,

Sincerely yours,

Larry L, Caldwell
LLC/1b

Distributlon: {4) to Savannah Rlver
(2) to flle
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Table M=2, DOE responses to comments on Draft £i15 (continued)

Comment Comments Responses
number
COMMENTS ON
DRAFT

ENV IRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

L-REACTOR OPERATION

SAVANNAH RIVER PLANT

AIKEN, S. C,

Larry L, Caldwell
1449 Thayer Orlve
Richland, WA 99352
November 10, 1983
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Table M-2, DOE responses to comments on Draft EIS (contlinued)

Comment
numbear

Comments

Responsas

0DZ-1

After having perused the Draft Environmental [mpact Statement:
L-Reactor Operation Savannah River Plant Afken, 5 C, (USOOE
|55E7EI§-01%§D|, September 1983, 2 VoTumes), | am, indeed,
Incensed and, at the same time, slck-at-heart,

That so-called "rational and intel ligent” people could produce
such a document I|s apt comment on the psychosis that has
brought us Savannah River, Oak Ridge, Hanford, etc,, etc,,
etc., and pointedly illustrates that George Orwell's 1984 has
already arrlved,

With over 16,000 miliion equivalent TNT tons of nuclear
weaponry crammed Into every cranny of the globe--anough nuclear
woaponry, by the way, for ovar three (3) tons/person on the
sarth--to ratlonallze, as thls DEIS does, that more
weapons—grade plutonium-239 and tritlum Is necessary to Insure
"national security® is the height of Orwellian “newspeak" and
Indicative of a "world-turned-upside-down® mentality, To
openly advocate such nonsense borders on the insane. For any
Administration to propose such a policy through somethlng
called a "Nuclear Weapons Stockplle Memorandum" is sad, And,
for the Savannah River Qperatlons Offlice to blindly follow this
lead--ala the brown-shirts of Nazl Germany--Ts slckening. |f
we learned anything from the Nuremburg experlence, it was that
ultimately each of us are responsible for our own actlons
before the bar of International justice., We cannot cite higher
authority to excuse crimes against our fellow humans, The
people who complled this DEIS should carefully consider that
fact in preparation of the final E1S.

As for myself, | am opposed to the "restart™ of Savannah
River's L-Reactor under any clrcumstances that the
Administration/Despartment of Energy/Savannah River Operations
Otfice can concoct, It is not necessary; we do not "need" It;
it wil) be destructive to our frall environment, a wasteful
expenditure on an already strained treasure, a squandering of

our natural resource, and a dangerous threat to humankind,

I wlli not, therefore, dignlfy the warped reasoning and the
deplorable science contalned In this DEIS with any further
commant,

These comments are outslde The scope of thls EIS,
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Table M-2, DOE responses to comments on Draft EIS (continued)

Comment Comments Responses
number
STATEMENT OF GEOFFREY |, SCOTT, PH,D,, and
CHARLES E. FEIGLEY, PH,D.
Unlversity of South Carolina
Columbla, S,C, 29208
School of Public Health
Depariment of Environmentai Heaith Sciences
Benson School, Room 306
(803) 777-6994
November 11, 1983
Mr, M, J, Sires
Asst, Manager Health, Safety and Environment
U.5. DOE
Savannah River Operations Offlce
P.,0, Box A
Alken, SC 29801
Dear Sir:
This letter is written In response to review of the Draft £1S
prepared by the U,5. Department of Energy In regards to
environmental impacts resulting from the start-up of the
L-Reactor,
Closae inspection of this document by members of the faculty In
the Department of Envircnmental Health Scliences at the
Untversity of South Carolina, has revealed several deficlencles
or shortcomings tn the proposed restart of the L-Reactor
tnctuding:

EA-1 (1) Deflclenclies and Inadequata conslderation of the Seo the responses to comments DA-2 through DA-7 regarding
Increased quantlties of hazardous waste generatad hazardous wasts,
from restart,

EA~2 (2) 1inadequate conslideration of these additional See the responses to comments AJ-1, DA-2, DA-5, DA-6, and DA-8

quantitles of waste, In regards to present
groundwater contamination stemming from Inadequate
storage and treatment of present levels of hazardous
wastes,

regarding ground-water contamlnation,
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Table M-2, OOE responses to comments on Draft EIS (continued)

Comment
number

Comments

Responses

EA~3

EA-4

EA-5

{3) Inadequate cons{deratfon of potentfal human health
ef fects from present hazardous waste groundwater con-
tamination at the plant,

(4) Lack of approprlate epidemiological risk assessment
of multttple exposure risks from plant opsration,
(There has been no consf{daeration of add(tive and/or
synergistic effects of halogenated groundwater con-
tam{nation problems and slightly elevated rad{atlon
feveis in surface waters which would result from
L-Reactor rastart,)

(5) Improper consideration of cooling towers as a viable
option for mitigating thermal fmpacts,

and (6) Deficlencies and mistakes (n elim(nation of a cooling
tower for mitigating thermal fmpacts to wetlands In
the Stee! Creek Corridor,

In additlon, sfte (nspection of the L-Reactor has revealed sig~
niffcant (mprovements {n worker safety at the L-Reactor, such

as (mprovements {n the contalnment area/basfn and removal of an
asbestos hazard at the site, These represent genuine and sfn-~
cere attempts by U.,S. DOE to Improve the occupational safety of

See the rosponses to comments Al-!, DA=2, and DA-4 through DA~
regarding ground-water contaminatfon and {ts effects,

Contamina‘ed ground-water wells have been shut down so that
onsfte personne! cannot drink water with elevated levels of
chlor{nated hydrocarbons, In additlon, the health of onsite
personnal will be protected by changes in the water distribu-
tion system, whfch now obtalns potable water enly from the
A=-Area Tuscaloosa wells that are unllkely to be contamfnated
from ground water from the Tartfary aqulters, Information on
ongolng and health effects/epidemiological studfes (s provided
{n Section 6,1,5,

In regard to synergistic eftects, the 1982 Report of the U,N.
Sctent{ftc Committee on Effects of Atomlc Radfation, "lonizing
Radfatfon: Sources and Blologlical Effects," states (p, 762):

"For humans tn envirommental circumstances the Committee
has been unable to document any clear case of synergistic
tntoraction between radlation and other agents, which
could lead to substantfal modifications of the risk esti-
matas for signfficant sectlons of the population,... A
specific exception (s the case of tobacco smoke, which
ratses essentlally problems of (ndustrial hygiene In some
working environmants,"

Sea the responses to comments AA-1 and AB-13 regarding
cooltng~water mitigation alternatives,
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Comment
numbes

Comments

Responses

EA-6

the plant and to reduce radiological impacts., Construction of
a cooling tower to prevent external environmental impacts In
the Steel Creek Corridor would seem consistent with DOE's
praesent plant renovations,

Additional considerations should be glven to allow start up and
direct discharge of heated ef fluent in the Steel Creek Corridor
until & cooling tower can ba bullt. This eption seems com-

pletely inconsistent, whimslcal, and capriclous since the mag-
nitude of thermal Impact (amount of wetlands impacted} would be

the same, only the time perlod for recovery would be changed,

Current NEPA reguilations inslst that significant Impacts should
be avoided, The destruction of 1000 acres of wetlands cer-
talnly is a significant Impact, NEPA regulations make no man-
tlon of whather impacts should be raeversible or irreversible
nor has any mention of a time-frame for recovery been inciuded
In this legistation, Without specific guidelines for these
questions, It would seem that the potential for Impact whether
reversible or irreversibles should be seen equally under the
law, Thus constructlon of a cooling tower should be mandated
and restart should be postponed until completion of the cooling
tower, This scheme would prevent the leaching of radicactive
isotopes from sediments and would also prevent destructlon of
wetlands in the Steel Creek Corridor, The environmental! bene-
fits from this consideration (reduced thermal and radiological
impacts) should far outwelgh the sconomic justification im—
plled by OOE as a reason for not constructing cooling towers,

Sincerely,

Geoffrey |, Scott, Ph,D,

Charles E, Felgley, Ph.,D,

falw

See the responses to comments AA-1 and AB-13 regarding
cooling-water mitligation aiternatives In this E{S, and the
response to comment BM-1 regarding the Record of Decislon on
this £15,
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Comment Comments Responsas
number
STATEMENT OF SUE CRAMER
November 10, 1983
Dear Mr, Sires,
EB-1 | am opposed to the Department of Energy's proposed plan to Ses the response to comment CF-3 regarding the L-Reactor
start up an old production reactor at the Savannah River Plant, startup,
EB-2 As a voting clitizen of the United States of America | am en- See the response to comment AA-3 regarding DOE's comm!+ment to

couraging you to require that the Department of Energy comply
with federal and state environmental standards applicable to
commerclal reactor sltes,

The rights of all Americans are at stake and the Impacts of
this foolish and Impulsive plan are avaidable, The outcome
will be permanent,

Thank you,
Sue Cramer

406 N, Maln St,
Lancaster, SC 29720

comply with alt applicable Federal and state regulations, and
the response to comment BF-7 regardlng the differences between

1 1 s -hd-,...--l-_.‘ [P
SRP reactors and commerclal light-water reactors.
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Table M=-2,

DOE responses to comments on Draft EIS (continued)

Comment Comments Responses
number
STATEMENT OF MICHAEL GARDNER
Mr, Malvin J, Sires, 111
Dear Sir:
EC-? Ploase conslder sacrlficing naturat environmental areas Sea the response to comment AA-3 regarding DOE's commltmant to
permanently to utllilze, temporally, a L-Reactor plant that wil| comply with al!l appllicabls Fsderal and state regulations

increase our ability to destroy ourselves and our world, which
has been entrusted to us, So please consider carefully the
Impact that wlll occur tf Department of Energy facli!iltles are
not required to comply with Federal and state environmental
standards,

Sincerely

Michae!l Gardner
2026 Midd leton PI,
Rock H1t1, SC 29730
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Commant

numbar

Comments

Responses

ED-1

ED-2

ED-3

STATEMENT OF WILLIAM P, DAVIS

517 N, Wilson St,, Apt 3
Rock Hill, S,C, 29730
November 10, 1983

Mr. Meivin J, Sires, 111

U.5. Dept. of Energy

Savannah River QOperations Offlce
P.0. Box A

Alken, S5.C. 29801

Please accept this letter as an expression of my grave concern
ovar the start-up of the L-Reactor at the Savannah River Plant,

Since renewed operation s deemad essentlal to the natlonal
security and this project Is bound to continue, | urge the
Department of Energy to carefulily consider the Impact upon the
environment,

| am particularly concerned about the discharge of cesium into

the Savannah River, not to mentlon the discharge of hot water
In large quantities Into the river,

I strongly feel! that the plant should be made to comply with
all state and federal environmental standards and urge the
Department fo ensure such compiiance,

Yours very truly,

William P, Davis

Sea the reuponse to comment AT-3 regarding preparation of this
EIS.

See the responses to comments AA-1 and AA-2 ragardling issuance
of an NPDES permit for thermal discharge and the relationship
of radlocesium and radiocobalt concentrations to EPA drinking
water standards,

See the responses to comments AA-3 and BF-7 regarding DOE's
commi tment to comply with applicable Federal and state
regufations and the di fferences between SRFP reactors and
commerclal light-water reactors.
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Table M=-2. DOE responses to comments on Draft EIS (continued)

Comment Comments Responses
number
STATEMENT OF CAROLYN N, TUTWILER
1217 Hermiltage Rd,
Rock Hill, SC 29730
Nov, 10, 1983
Mr. Melvin J. Slres, (it
U.5. Department of Energy
Savannah River Operations QOfflce
Post Offlce Box A
Alken, South Caroilna 29801
Dear Sir:
EE-1 | am very concernsd about the proposed resumption of operations See the responses to comments AA-3 and BF-7 regarding DOE's
of the L-Reactor at the Savannah River Plant, | urge that the commi tment fto comply wlth applicable Federal and state
Department of Energy be required o compiy with federal and reguiations and The differences between SRP reactors and
state environmental standards applicable to commerclal sites, commarclial light-water reactors,
EE-2 Measures nead to ba taken to protect the environment before the

raactor is started up,

Sincerely yours,

Carolyn N, Tutwller

See the responses to comments AA~3 and AF-2 regarding DOE's
commitment to comply with applicable Federal and state
regulations and to take all reasonable steps to mitigate
Impacts, — e
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Comment Comments Responses
number
STATEMENT OF HARRY M, DALTON
November 11, 1983
Mr., Melvin J, Sires 111
United States Dept, of Energy
Savannah River Operation Offlce
P,0O, Box A
Aiken, South Carolina 29801
Dear Mr Sires,
:F | am writing to express my concern about the premature start up
.f_,“,’ EF=-1 of the L-Reactor at the Savannah River Plant, |t would appear See the response to commant BL-15 regarding the need and timing
X} that we are proceeding with unnecessary haste In the matter, of defense nuclear materlals,
There Is sufficlent data already on record which brings Into
question the DOE cialm and suggests that the deiay of start up
would In no way Jeopardlze National securlty,
EF-2 It is my thought and oplinlon that the DOE faclllties be See the responses to comments AA-3 and AF=2 regardlngg%E's

required to comply with federal and state environmenta! stand-
ards appllcable to commarclal reactor sites, 1t is important
that you consider all precautlions to avold damage to the
environment before the start up !s allowed,

Harry M, Daltfon
663 Glendate Dr,
Rock Hil1, SC 29730

commitment to comply with appiicable Federal and state regula-
~HoE am to- take al |l nable ts, and
the raesponse to comment BF-7 regarding the dlfferences between
SRP reactors and commerclial l{ght-water reactors,
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Table M-2, DOE responses to comments on Draft EIS {(continued)

Comment Comments Responses
number
STATEMENT OF GEORGE C, BATTLE
Mr, Melvin J Sires 111
US Dept of Energy
Savannah River QOperations Offlce
PO Box A
Alken, SC 29801
This is a confirmation copy of a telegram addressed to you:
EG-1 Protect our environment: before any L-Reactor start up assure See the responses to comments AA-3 and AF-2 ragarding DOE's

DOE facliiities complliance with state and Federal standards
applicable to commerclial reactor sltes,

Respectful ly
Sally Battle
418 Maple

Columbl a

22:01 EST
MGMCOMP

comml] fment to comgly with appllcable Federal and state regula-

tlons and to take al s _to mitigate impacts, an
the response to comment BF-7 regarding “fforences batw

SRP reactors and commerclal |lght-water reactors,
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number

¥S€-K

STATEMENT OF JOYCE P, DUBUC

1574-E Ester Ct,
Rock HIIIl, SC 29730
Nov, 10, 1983

Mr, Melvin J, Sires 111

U,5. Department of Energy
Savannah River Operatlons Offlce
Post Office A

Alken, South Carol!ina, 29801

Dear Sir:

EH-1 I trust the Department of Energy wil! serlously consider, prior See the responses to comments AA-3 and AF-2 regarding DOE's
to starting up the Savannah River operation, any damage that commitmant to comply with appllicable Federal and sta
may be Infllicted on our aiready damaged environment, Please be regulations and to take all reasonable steps to mitigate
aware that many people are deeply concerned about the ef fect of Impacts, and the response to comment BM-! regarding DOE's
your operation, Record of Declslion on this EIS,

Sinceraly,

Joyce P, Dubuc
(Mrs, Guy J, Dubuc)
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STATEMENT OF CHARLES T, HESS

C.T. HESS, PH.D.
NUCLEAR PHYSICIST

RADIATION MEASUREMENT 103 SPRING STREET
AND CONSULTATION STILLWATER, MAINE 04489
PHONE 207-827-5991

Novamber 12, 1983
Mr, M, J, Sires
Assistant Manager for Health Safety and Environment
Department of Energy
Savannah River Operatlons Office
P.0, Box A
Aiken, South Caroiina 29801
Dear Mr, Sires:
Enclosed please find my comments about the Environmental Impact
Statement - L-Reactor Operation Savannah River Plant (tL-Reactor
EiSYs. | hope it is In a form suitable for your consideration,

Slincerely yours,

Charles T, Hess
Professor of Physics

CTH/rjI

Enc,
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Commants of Charles T, Hess, Ph,D,
Professor of Physlcs
University of Maine, Orone, Malne

REGARD ING: The Draft Environmental Impact Statement L-Reactor
Operation Savannah River Plant DOE/EIS-0108D Volume 1,

| am pleased to supply comments about the Environmental Impact
Statement, | am malnly quallfied to dlscuss the portions of
the €15 which are concerned with the liquid releases from the
L-Reactor, My experience has been In several environmental
radloactivity studies In the vicinlty of the Malne Yankee
Atomlc Power Plant, especially as it relates to radionuciide
uptake In shellfish and distribution of nuclides in estuary
sediments, | also study radtoactivity In water supplies and
have served as the chairman of the Occurrence Committee for the
National Workshop on Radioactlvity In Drinking Water, sponsored
by the Unlited States Environmental Protection Agency,

The importance of the |lquid pathway radionuclides can be
understood best by looking at the sources in table 4,11 EIS
“Expacfad average annuva! llquid radloactive releases from
t-Reactor operation {curlss per ysar}®, in This tabls 15 &
list of radlonuclides which are expected to be raleased to
Steel Creek, to the seepage basin, or which wi!l get into Stesl
Creek with movement of groundwater, These sources are totaled
after | year or 10 years of opsratio Radlonuc}]des released
Into Stesel Creek are just g ggC goCo 86 H"Cs and
unidentifled beta-gamma and unlden?iflag alpgg amngers in

the seepage basin the r 505 ’

60, 335,. 33 ‘i ?63R EESb ‘5405 1398 ?4409 10,

and unldenflfled beTa-gamma and unidenflfled a1nha. The

%:rgesf amount rs!eased per year and fotale fo Sfeel reek, is
Elfh 3.6 x 10 Sartes/year. thers are °8Co 35 60co 4,5

1074 curles/year, ““Sr 1.6 x 107" curles/yaear, Cs 4,1 x 107

curles/year, 8Bidenflfled beta-gamma 1,1 x 107! gur|es/year is

assumed to be 853 Unidentified alpha 1,0 x 10”7 curles/year
ts assumed to be 279y,

Some of these liquid sources such as 137Cs, and 5300, 6000 witl
be absorbed by sediments In the Stes! Creek and Savannah River
and wiii produce gamma exposures which be in excess of Z5
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Ef-t

Efe2

mrem/year, Most of the swamplands up to 7 mfles down stream
from the plant range from 42 - 670 mrem/year for constant ex-
posure according to exposure contours reported In 1974 from an
Aerora-diographic Survey by Marter "Radlocactivity from SRP
QOperations In a Downstream Savannah River Swamp." The upper
limit of these levels 670 mrem/year aven exceeds the D,0,E,
restrictions on accessible areas near defense plants, a fact
which Is not stated In the EIS., These levels exceed the 25
mrem/year {imit for radiation exposure to the public for out-
slde the fence of a commerclal nuclear power reactor, which is
regulated by the U,5.,E.P.A, Fortunately, these areas are not
populated 100% by the people using them, The low time fraction
reduces the accumulated dose from these operations to a small
fraction of the natural background of 100 - 150 mrem/year,
Accass to this area by fishermen, and hunters should reflect
this dose which Is likely to be simllar to the surveys In
1970's,

A sacond pathway of exposure {s in the Ingestion of nuclides
which are released sither In drinking water or by consumption
of fish and sheiifish which live in the discharge waters or In
the Savannah Rlver and Its estuary, When we Jook at the
UyS.,E.P.A. Interim drinking water standard for radionuciides,
the regulated concentration produces a dose of 4 mrem/year to a
population drinking 2 liters per gay. The at lowed Taxlmum con=

canfra?long are 20,000 pCi/l fga 500 pCi/1 fgﬁ S 300

pC!,’i gﬂ" ". !00 pCi/} I’“’ Co, 8 pCi/! ‘?" Sr 590 pCifi

for 12 Sb, 80 pCi/l for Cs, 200 pCi/) for Cs, 100 pCi /1

for 1“Ce (not same Isotope), 100 pCi/l for Pm (not same

lis?ope). The unidentified beta-gamma should uas a worst case
(1 pCi/1) Instead of assuming B pCl/l for ®“Sr, For

unidentiflied alphas % l/l will be allowed for radium, while
the assumed nucllide Pu has no specific standard, In addi-
tion to these releases, there are the old radlonuclides which
ware burled in the sediments of Steel Creek and downstream por-
tions of the Savannah River and its flood plaln, These radio-
nuclides were deposited by past use of the L-Reactor and other
raacfo operaalng since 1955, The major nucllides reported are
Co which are described In a later section of the
Eis. There wlll be resuspension of these past radionuclides If
L-Reactor ls started, The major exposure to the population as

Both the DOE and EPA dose |imits cited recognize occupancy as a
significant element In determining compliance., As noted, occu-
pancy of thase areas is sufficiently low to assure that arfuﬂl

doses to individuals are wall within the applicable limlts,

The EPA Interim Drinking Water Concentration Limits (40 CFR
141,15 and 141,16) apply to the finished water dellivered by "a
commun ity water system,” not to the raw water {n the river, As
presented In Table 512 of the Draff EIS, the dose calculated
for the maximum adult individual due to ifquid refeases in the
maximum year for L-Reactor and its support facilities {(predom-
Inantiy from Cs-137 resuspension) Is 3,5 mrem per ysar based on
fish and water intake directiy from the Savannah River, The
nearest downstream "communlty water systems™ at Port Wentwarth
and Beaufort-Jasper have calculated doses of more than two
ordars of magnltude less than (i.e,, 1/100) the EPA limits,

The choice of surrogate for unidentifled beta-gamma contr!bu-
tors 1s normally taken o be 5r-90 {not Sr-89} In water; chang-
Ing to 1-129 would produce no significant difference In the
dose estimates,
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El-3

expressed in 4,1,24 of the EIS due to nucilides in drinking
water Is to the popuiations of Beaufort-lasper, and Port Went-
worth which have water treatment plants that draw water from
the Savannah River downstream from Steel Creek. Tha concentra-
tlon ?f this polnt s estimated to be of the order of .01 pCi/l
tof 137Cs) which 1s much fess than the drinking water stand-
ard, The estimates are based on the resuspension of sediments
during the rasumpfggn of the L-Reactor operatlions, The only
places where the Cs and 9%Co are easlly measurable is in the
area one mile below Steel Creek and at the Highway 301 bridge
and Highway 17 bridge where the radliocactivity In the flrst year
will be almost 0,5 pCi/l In the flrst location and 0,25 pCi/l
In the sacond location,

However, although tritium concentrations are not reported at
the above locatlons it Is pointed out In a later section
4,1,2,27, page 4-29 that the Beaufort-Jasper and Port Wentworth
population using the Savannah River for potable water, located
100 river miles downstream, and having an exposed population of
370,000 people, are exposed to (,0062 - 0,11 mrem/year) In the
first and thirteenth year of operation, The estimated dose Is
654 caused by tritium In the first year and 95% caused by tri-

+ium In the thirteenth year, Tritlum (e dicruccsad ag +ha mainr

ot Tritium is discussed as the major
release nuclide as well. Reductions In population dose can be
concentrated on reduction of these tritium releases to the

wataer in Steel Creek,

The maximum tritlum concentration allowed In drinking water Is
20,000 pCi/I. The liquld releases shown In DPST-81-241 page
D-22 by H.,E, Mackey, Jr, Table D-8 "Liquid Releases Dgae Sum=
; SKP~1980 Ral?gaes“ show 2718 0 Ci HTO, 0. ggg Co, 0.4
ci *sr, 0,02 Ci 0.19 ¢t '?’cs, 0,19 Ci %%y and 0.006 CI
<47py, This ra?g4+s In o, 213 mrem/year for #ish consumption
assuming 73,2% Cs, 22.2% 9r 4.89% HTO; and 0.438 mrSB/year
for drlnklvg water, which Is assuming, B6,7% HTO; 12.6%
and 0,428 1°7Cs, Tnis Is 108 of the EPA safe drlnklng wafer
limit, This means that a dilution of 10713 is achleved by the
raleased nuclide being mixed with Savannah River water, |+
also means that tritium may be the limiting nuclide for thls
plant, Dosas of .4 mrem/year wlil correspond to about 2000
pCi/1 of HTO In the water of The Savannah River, These amounts
should ba detalied ig the 513 (ith the same care as is given
for the d] scharged Tcs and Co. Since these

See the response to comment E1-2 regarding applicabllity of EPA
Drinking Water Concentration Limits and the small +ritium con-
tribution 1o near-site hypothetlical Individual or downstream
commun [ty water supply users,
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levals are near 10% of the safe drinking water lim{t {n normal
operatfons, plans are needed for small) accidents of moderator
El=-4 sptli Info Steel Creek as suggested in 4,1.,2,4, Tritium Section 4,2,1,4 projects a potentfal for release of airborne

releases could lead to serfous contamfnatfon of the dri(nking
water (n Beaufort-Jasper and Port Wentworth, These towns need
an alternative water supply during an accfdent, The EIS must
cons {der the liquid pathway consequences of small acctdents
which have a higher probabilfty of occurrence, Plans for thase
eventualities should Include emergency water supply plans for
the Beaufort-Jasper and Port Wentworth, The EIS should fnciude
water supply measurements for assessment of the consequences of
abnormal releases and for veriffcation of dose calculations for
both normal and abnormal operations,

tritfum from a moderator spfll which has no effect on ]
Savannah River or {ts users and, hence, no basfs for need of
"an alternative water supply® or emergency water supply plans,

As dfscussed in Sectfons 2,2.3 and G,3,1,5,3 of the EIS, leak-
age botween the primary and secondary cocling loops fs continu-
ously monltored and limlted to a value that would result In a
radiologlcal release that Is only a smal) fraction of accepta~-
ble release |imits, Should this limit be exceeded, operating
procedures require that the reactor be shut down and the heat
exchanger be (solated to prevent further leakage. The radio-
loglcal tmpact of leakage {s a small fraction of the impact of
total reactor wastewater discharges to the process sewer, which
are wel)] below applicable limits,





